BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

Brown County

305 E. WALNUT STREET
P. O. BOX 23600
GREEN BAY, WISCONSIN 54305-3600 PLAN. DEV. & TRANS. COMMITTEE
PHONE (920) 448-4015 . FAX (920) 448-6221 Bernie Erickson, Chair
Mike Fleck, Vice Chair
Dan Haefs, Dave Kaster, Norb Dantinne

** Tour of UW-Extension Perennial Gardens **

I.  Call Meeting to Otder.
II.  Approve/Modify Agenda.
III.  Approve/Modify Minutes of the June 28, 2010.

1. Review minutes of:
a. Harbor Commission (June 14, 2010).
b. Planning Commission Board of Directors (July 7, 2010).
c. Planning Commission Board of Directors Chapter 21 Subdivisions Ordinance
Revision Subcommittee (May 27, 2010).
d. Planning Commission Board of Directors Transportation Subcommittee (May
10, 2010 & June 21, 2010).

Communications

2. Communication from Supervisor DeWane re: To look at capping Renard Island with
clay through grant options, if available. Referred from July County Board.

3. Communication from Supervisor Kaster re: Review Brown County’s policy on county
road repair or reconstruction — how roads are planned, engineered, the cost and how it is

paid for. Referred from July County Board.

4. Communication from Supervisor Kaster re: Monthly agenda items with regards to Bay
Lake’s Membership. Referred from July County Board.
5. Communication from Supervisor Fewell re: Review the speed limit of 45 mph on

Shawano Avenue in the Village of Howard with consideration to reduce the speed limit
on 1.9 miles of Shawano Avenue to 35 mph. Referred from July County Board.

6. Communication from Supervisor Vander Leest re: Request to review signage at the
Hazelwood Lane/Wood Lane intersection and to waive the requirements to allow the
City of Green Bay to install crosswalks at the intersection to improve safety for residents.
Referred from July County Board.

Airport
7. Budget Status Financial Reportt for June, 2010.
8. Director’s Report.

#8a  Closed Session: At the request of the Airport. To deliberate or negotiate the sale of
public property when competitive or bargaining reasons require the session be closed pursuant
to Wis. Stat. 19.85(1)(e).




Port & Solid Waste

9. Port - Budget Status Financial Report for June, 2010.
10. Solid Waste — Budget Status Financial Repott for June, 2010.
11. Director’s Report.

UW-Extension

12. Budget Status Financial Report for June, 2010.

13.  Budget Adjustment Request (#10-75): Interdepartmental reallocation or adjustment
(including reallocation from the County’s General Fund).

14. Budget Adjustment Request (#10-79): Increase in expenses with offsetting increase in
revenue.

15. Director’s Report.

Highway
16. Budget to Actual-July 2010.

17. Director’s Report.

Highway/Planning Commission

18. Resolution Determining Connectivity of Wisconsin Highway 29 and County Highway
EA. (Copy will be provided ar meeting.)

Planning and Land Setvices
Land Information — No Agenda Items.

Planning Commission
- 19. Budget Status Financial Report for June, 2010.

Property Listing
20. Budget Status Financial Report for June, 2010.

Zoning
21. Budget Status Financial Report for June, 2010.

22, Register of Deeds - Budget Status Financial Report for June, 2010.

Other
23. Audit of bills.
24.  Such other matters as authorized by law.

Bernie Erickson, Chair

Attachments :
Notice is hereby given that action by the Committee may be taken on any of the items which are described or listed in

this agenda.

Please take notice that it is possible additional members of the Board of Supervisors may attend this meeting, resulting
in a majority or quorum of the Board of Supervisors. This may constitute a meeting of the Board of Supervisors for
purposes of discussion and information gathering relative to this agenda.

Word97/agendas/plandev/April26_2010.



PROCEEDINGS OF THE BROWN COUNTY
PLANNING, DEVELOPMENT & TRANSPORTATION COMMITTEE

Pursuant to Section 19.84 Wis. Stats., a regular meeting of the Brown County Planning,
Development & Transportation Committee was held on Monday,
June 28, 2010 at the AG & Extension Center, 1150 Bellevue Street, Green Bay, WI

Present: Norb Dantinne, Bernie Erickson, Mike Fleck, Dan Haefs, Dave Kaster
Also Present: Tom Hinz, Kris Schuller, Vicky VanVonderen, Chuck Lamine,

Cole Runge, Brian Lamers, Chuck Larscheid, Judy Knudsen,
Brett Wallace, Chris Phelps, Jim Wallen.

I. Call Meeting to Order.

The meeting called to order by Supervisor Erickson at 7:20 p.m.

Il. Approve/Modify Agenda.

Motion made by Supervisor Dantinne and seconded by Supervisor Haefs to
approve the agenda. Vote taken. MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.

lil. Approve/Modify Minutes of the June 1, 2010.

Erickson provided an email for the committee from Highway Director Brian Lamers with
suggested changes to the June 1, 2010 minutes for the committee to review.

Motion made by Supervisor Kaster and seconded by Supervisor Fleck to approve
minutes with changes. Vote taken. MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.

Review minutes of;
a. Planning Commission Board of Directors Transportation Subcommittee

(May 10, 2010).

Motion made by Supervisor Dantinne and seconded by Supervisor Kaster to
receive and place on file. Vote taken. MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.

b. Chapter 21 Subdivision Ordinance Revision Subcommittee (May 27, 2010).

Motion made by Supervisor Fleck and seconded by Supervisor Kaster to
receive and place on file. Vote taken. MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.

Discussion re: Regional Transit Authority — Chris Phelps, Green Bay Metro.

Phelps thanked the committee for allowing him to come before them to speak. He
stated that transit in the community is at a crossroads. Since the early 1970s transit
had been primarily in the Green Bay area with some exceptions to the outline
communities. The community has grown and the transportation system is still set up
on the foundation of the earlier times.

The transit authority is struggling with the realities of today on a system based back
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in time. As they move forward one of the things driving their struggle is the
urbanized area. The urbanized area that is funded at a federal level is larger than
the corporate limits of Green Bay, all of which does not receive funding through
Metro. Upon the completion of the 2010 census, the Greater Green Bay Metro areas
are expecting to exceed 200,000 in population. The federal funding formula is based
on a presumption that larger metropolitan areas should be more self-sufficient. Green
Bay will lose federal transit operating funds and based on the latest estimates it will
be roughly a million dollars a year. Their department operates on an annual budget
of $7.6 million dollars. Based on the Federal Operating assistance, cities between
the population of 560,000 — 200,000 have flexibility to use formulized funds for capital
purchases or operating expenses. Once they reach 200,000 those funds can be
used for capital purchase but not for transit operations.

In Wisconsin, transit systems are funded by different tiers and the state leverages the
federal money with state money and then based on operating characteristics they
assign funding to each district in the state. Appleton and Green Bay are the ones in
this census that will be affected by the loss of operating systems. The effect will be
felt across the state since they are all in the same funding tier and as they lose
stability to leverage that money as a group that funding drops.

As an industry they could look at the regionalization of transit, it's no longer just a
municipal issue but a regional issue. The State of Wisconsin does not have
authorizing legislation for the creation of regional transportation authority and that is
one of the tools they had asked their elected officials in Madison to take a look at.
That is for areas in the state who decide if it’s in their interest and in the interest of
their community for growth and opportunities to create a transportation district.
Phelps stated they will continue to work at the federal level for some modifications of
the federal rules, they will continue to work with their elected officials in Madison,
however, should nothing change over time they will face all things considered today

with the shortfall.

Phelps stated that the riders, through a variety ways of paying, pay approximately
15-16%, the state and federal funds leverage out at about 57-58%.

Erickson suggested inviting Phelps back possibly in December to get an update. He
suggested that Phelps work with the candidates running for office this November as
well.

Motion made by Supervisor Haefs and seconded by Supervisor Dantinne to
receive and place on file. Vote taken. MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.

3. Resolution re: Requesting that the public service commission of Wisconsin include
consideration of the impact on groundwater due to construction in Karst regions of
Brown County as part of their review of the Ledge Wind Energy, LLC, (Invenergy)
Wind Energy Project application.

Hafs stated this resolution was created after becoming aware of some issues that
were found in the Town of Morrison when they were working on an agriculture
situation.

Motion made by Supervisor Haefs and seconded by Supervisor Fleck to
approve. Vote Taken. MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.
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4.

Resolution re: Health Risks Posed by Wind Turbines.

Erickson noted that this was not the Planning, Development and Transportation
Committee’s resolution but it had been passed onto them as a courtesy from the
Health Department. He suggested passing the resolution but with suggested
changes from the Human Services Committee.

Motion made by Supervisor Haefs and seconded by Supervisor Fleck to modify
the resolution to state 40 decibels under item #1. Vote taken. MOTION
CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.

Erickson suggested changing on page 2 under the first “Whereas” where it states “a
concern installation of wind turbine systems will result in well water contamination”,
he would like the word “will” to be replaced with “may”.

Motion made by Supervisor Kaster and seconded by Supervisor Fleck to
modify under the first “WHEREAS” the word “will” to state “may”. Vote taken.
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.

Supervisor Haefs stated that he will vote to pass this resolution but felt the
information was still grey and further explained his concerns with regards to the
resolution. He stated he will go along with it for the health risk issues. Lamine
interjected that the state was in the process of developing rules and on a project this
size the county has no say in terms of setbacks and this is 100% in the realm of the
Public Service Commission. However, with any public information gathering
process, the county can submit information for the record. This basically states here
are the concerns we have, address them.

Motion made by Supervisor Dantinne and seconded by Supervisor Fleck to
suspend the rules to allow interested parties to speak. Vote taken. MOTION
CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.

Amy Kocha, 612 Grove Street, Green Bay

Kocha questioned if there was a deadline approaching regarding this resolution. She
stated one thing to consider is that any form of energy has pros and cons and she
was baffled by the notion that the committee is prepared to send something through
even though they still had questions. She felt the committee work was to get those
questions addressed so that when it goes to the County Board those questions are
answered. She stated she was trying to clarify what gets accomplished at committee
vs. at the County Board level in terms of having a professional present to answer
those questions.

Erickson responded that quite a few of the people in the room had been present to
many of the informative meetings re: wind turbines. He noted that they can be quite
controversial and the information fluctuates depending on who is providing it. Many
times there are footnotes stating there are no proven health risks, etc. Erickson felt
that this issue is one of those entities that are out there that can be discussed for
long periods of time with no right answer because there are no answers at this point.
He felt it was opinion against opinion or money against money.

Motion made by Supervisor Dantinne and seconded by Supervisor Kaster to
return to regular order of business. Vote taken. MOTION CARRIED
UNANIMOUSLY.




Brown County Planning, Development & Transportation Committee 4
June 28, 2010 ~

Supervisor Van Vonderen stated that three towns got together and hired a consultant
who has recommended that the PSC conduct controlled studies at the existing wind
farms.

Executive Hinz felt the proper motion was to receive and place on file this item.
Motion made by Supervisor Kaster and seconded by Supervisor Fleck to

approve the resolution as amended. Vote taken. MOTION CARRIED
UNANIMOUSLY.

Highway

5.

Presentation from WI DOT re: Update on 41 Expansion.

Brett Wallace, Highway 41 Corridor Projects Group Manager, presented a current
update on the Hwy 41 project and was available to answer questions from the
committee.

Motion made by Supervisor Haefs and seconded by Supervisor Kaster to
receive and place on file. Vote taken. MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.

Resolution Placing Advisory Referendum Question on November Ballot.

Motion made by Supervisor Kaster and seconded by Supervisor Fleck to
approve. Vote taken. Ayes: 4 (Dantinne, Erickson, Fleck, Kaster); Nays: 1
(Haefs). MOTION PASSED.

Budget to Actual-June 2010.

Motion made by Supervisor Fleck and seconded by Supervisor Haefs to
receive and place on file. Vote taken. MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.

Director’'s Report.

Highway Superintendent Brian Lamers provided a handout (attached) re: Highway
employees working over 12 hours. Haefs stated that the overtime issue came up
because a Brown County employee had over 200 hours of overtime. It all
precipitated from the standpoint that there was an abuse of overtime. He feltitwas a
waste of time and paperwork and effort to provide such documents. Haefs felt that
Department Heads and County Board Supervisors are aware of routine overtime and
no longer felt overtime was being abused.

Erickson informed that they had requested at the Executive Committee and the
County Board for overtime reports from Department Heads and suggested bringing
the request forward to make the noted changes.

Motion made by Supervisor Haefs and seconded by Supervisor Dantinne to
receive and place on file. Vote taken. MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.

Port & Solid Waste

9.

Port - Budget Status Financial Report for May 2010.

Motion made by Supervisor Fleck and seconded by Supervisor Kaster to
approve and place on file. Vote taken. MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.
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10. Solid Waste —~ Budget Status Financial Report for May 2010.

11.

Motion made by Supervisor Fleck and seconded by Supervisor Dantinne to
receive and place on file. Vote taken. MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.

Director’'s Report.

Chuck Larscheid stated that Brown County was one of the recipients of the Great
Lakes Restoration Initiative grant funds. He stated it was a five year program and
they needed congressional authorization to spend those funds. He stated that they
had to apply for federal assistance for funding in order to get those grants. They got
$2 million for Renard Island and $1.5 million for habitat restoration in the Cat Island
chain in the lower Green Bay.

The US Army Corp of Engineers submitted the application for Wisconsin’s DNR
Chapter 30 Water Quality Certification for the causeway; they have Green Bay as a
co-signer.

Motion made by Supervisor Fleck and seconded by Supervisor Dantinne to
approve. Vote taken. MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.

Item #18 was taken at this time.

UW-Extension

12.

13.

14.

Budget Status Financial Report for May 2010.

Motion made by Supervisor Dantinne and seconded by Supervisor Kaster
receive and place on file. Vote taken. MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.

Budget Adjustment Request (#10-61): Increase in expehses with offsetting increase
in revenue.

Motion made by Supervisor Fleck and seconded by Supervisor Dantinne to
approve. Vote taken. MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.

Director's Report.

Motion made by Supervisor Dantinne and seconded by Supervisor Kaster to
receive and place on file. Vote taken. MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.

Planning and Land Services

Land Information — No Agenda ltems.

Planning Commission

15.

Budget Status Financial Report for May 2010.

Property Listing

16.

Zoning

17.

Budget Status Financial Report for May 2010.

Budget Status Financial Report for May 2010.
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Motion made by Supervisor Dantinne and seconded by Supervisor Fleck to
take items #15, #16 and #17 together. Vote Taken. MOTION CARRIED
UNANIMOUSLY.

Motion made by Supervisor Dantinne and seconded by Supervisor Kaster to
receive and place on file. Vote Taken. MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.

Highway/Planning Commission
18. Discussion and Possible Action re: STH 29/CTH EA environmental study issues

identification meeting results.

Cole Runge, Principal Planner, reiterated information from the attached Staff Report Re:
STH 29/CTH EA Environmental Study Issues Identification Meeting Results.

Supervisor Kaster stated that it had sounded as though the decision to make the portion
between Willow Road and Hwy 29 a county trunk road was still being determined. He went
on to question whether Bellevue believed the change to be true as well. Runge answered
that he had mentioned this topic because Willow Road is currently a village road and before
it could become a county highway there would have to be a jurisdictional transfer but at this
time the assumption is that this will eventually happen.

Kaster questioned the role of the committee and the Planning Department in the study
process if the DOT would be the agency making the final decision as to which plan
alternative to use for this project. Runge explained that the process has not been completed
yet and the intention was for county as well as Bellevue and Ledgeview to be included in this
due to the fact that the planned result of this project is that the two roadways connect.

Kaster expressed concerns with the fact that the communities, who will have to live with the
renovations, as well as the county, will have to pay the additional costs if they prefer a
different plan than that chosen by the DOT. He then questioned the request for the
committee not to choose a preference for this plan as Brian Lamers, Highway Commissioner,
had already made a selection known.

Runge explained that the selection Kaster had referenced had been given through a joint
letter with the Planning Department that had been requested by the DOT as a preliminary
step in the process. At that time, it had been the belief of the Highway and Planning
Departments that the DOT was not looking for the communities or the county to settle on a
specific alternative. He went on to say that they had been looking for input on what the
preliminary preference had been, as county staff members were participating on a technical
committee for this process.

Runge reiterated that the study process is not yet completed and according to the DOT it will
not be concluded for some time due to additional issues that need to be addressed. Kaster
expressed confusion with this matter having been brought to the committee initially as
something that needed to be decided very quickly, as now it is being pushed back. He stated
that he didn’t know why the committee couldn’t have given their preliminary preference if that
was something the DOT was looking at.

Runge advised that while the committee could give a preference, the Planning Department
staff is recommending that they do not at this point as nothing will be constructed for quite
some time. He went on to say that they had felt this recommendation would be prudent as
there are still many unanswered questions. Runge specified that these include questions
regarding the financial portion of the project.
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Runge explained that the concerns he had referenced had been brought to light during their
June 14, 2010 meeting with the DOT.

Runge then invited Jill Michaelson to speak. Michaelson stated that she had recently had the
chance to converse with Mike Berg, Director of the Green Bay DOT Office, and her boss
Tom Harrison, Manager of the Compliant Operations unit, regarding this project. She
reiterated that the DOT feels that linking the two roadways would be best and that the lower
priced option will meet the needs of their project. If the more costly alternatives 3 or 4 are
chosen the DOT would expect the difference to be made up by the local communities. This is
the message that Michaelson had been told that she could give to the committee.

Michaelson went on to restate that currently they are only conducting a study, and that no
construction projects are connected to this in the immediate future. She explained that the
DOT does not necessarily have to build anything. Hwy 29 in its current state serves its
purpose and can keep doing so well into the future. She stated that if operations or safety
become a consideration they can make spot improvements. The DOT was looking at this
project as an opportunity to work with coactively with the communities and come up with a
nice connection from the future roadway to 1-43. However, she added, this does not
necessary have to be done.

Kaster expressed his understanding of the study and what it has to do with the DOT’s end
decision. He stated that he has heard about environmental concerns being addressed but
had not yet heard anything concerning the residents and how this will affect them. Kaster
explained that he wondered what consideration had been given to this as he had not seen
any. He expressed concern for the residents and how the 3 lane roadway's traffic would
affect their lives and the property value of their homes.

Supervisor Dantinne referred to the highways in Milwaukee and the sound barriers that are
built and commented that this roadway would cut through the surrounding community. He
stated that with this in mind, he did not understand how they could not be looking into how
this would affect property values and living conditions.

Chuck Lamine explained that when the Planning Department said that alternative 2 was
preferable it had been from a technical standpoint. What they had been resting their case on
early in the process was that alternative 2 was consistent with all the comprehensive plans
that had been worked on and adopted over the last several years in Ledgeview and in
Bellevue. He stated that the County Planning Department had worked with these
communities for several months back in the mid 2000s to put both plans together. In addition
to that, after the county had finished working with Ledgeview on its comprehensive plan, the
village went one step further and did a small area business park plan for that area which
showed the road going straight north.

Lamine went on to say that planning for this has been going on for several years. As far as
compatibility of the roadway in that area, he said that the committee had touched on the
subject in the June 1% meeting wondering why they would plan for less than four lanes.
Lamine explained that in that area, and to the north of that area, they were trying to come up
with a road that moves traffic efficiently but also compliments the land uses that currently
exist and those planned around it. This is why they had opted for three lanes. They had
discussed adding things such as landscaped medians, bike facilities, pedestrian facilities,
etc. With this plan traffic could move efficiently without constructing something that would
overwhelm the area such as a four lane or six lane arterial streets, which, Lamine stated,
would be very hard on the neighboring homes.
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Lamine acknowledged that it was assumed that if the highway was designed a certain way it
could be used by trucks going north and south between the city interstate and the business
parks to the north. He stated that there is a very attractive, higher speed interstate just to the
west. He explained that if drivers don’t believe they can just blow through because of the
design of the road, most people would opt to take the interstate and go up to the existing
interchanges at either Manitowoc Road or Mason Street to get to the business parks.

Lamine continued that in addition to the homes that Bellevue has been planning for to the
north of the area, they had discussed a plan to create a ‘downtown” district or a village center
district along that road just south of the Eaton Road intersection. What they did not want to
have happen is to have a roadway where cars could pass through at high speeds and ruin
that atmosphere. He explained that they wanted something that could move traffic efficiently
but could also be compatible with the village center and the planned homes.

Supervisor Erickson commented that he had driven through the area being discussed and
stated that the current roadway is very narrow. He stated that in his mind, if it is made into
three lanes it would be expanded into something that if he was a resident would not be
pleasing to him. He felt that the concerns of the communities and their residents need to be
taken into consideration. Erickson suggested that the planners put themselves in the shoes
of the residents when designing this.

Motion made by Supervisor Dantinne and seconded by Supervisor Kaster to suspend
the rules to allow interested parties to speak. Vote taken. MOTION CARRIED

UNANIMOUSLY.

Sarah Brunette, 3700 Dickinson Road, De Pere, Wi

Ms. Brunette, Administrator for the Town of Ledgeview, stated that Ledgeview had been
working on planning for this particular project for at least eight years, if not longer. She
explained that as far as this project is concerned the town has done due diligence and
property owners are all well aware of the road extension that will take place. The extension
has actually been added to the official town map.

Brunette continued that all land surveying had been done in accordance with a
comprehensive plan drafted in 2004 that had recently been updated. She stated that they
had consistently planned for a business park and for the road to go through it. In addition,
they have worked with the DOT, Bellevue, the Brown County Planning Department and the
Brown County Highway Department to look at alternatives to find the best routing for the
road. It was said that this was being done from developmental, environmental and cost
perspectives. All of those criteria had been discussed.

Brunette explained that the chosen alternative would not lead straight to construction. She

stated that they need a plan to get to the next stage but to get them moving forward for the
best transportation route system that will get them a good connection. She asked that they
don’t prohibit the process and keep it going forward.

Aaron Oppenheimer — Town of Bellevue Administrator

Oppenheimer responded to the information brought forward stating that they were aware that
the comp plans show the road going straight through their community and for Ledgeview.

He stated their plan is outdated and will be provided next year. This road had creped up on
them as they didn’t expect the state to draw up plans as quickly as they did. He stated they
will revise their comp plan to reflect the new plans out there. Oppenheimer stated that they
were confident that Alternative Four would benefit the town by protecting the residents but
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also providing more development opportunity along the roadway. He noted that it will create
jobs, and the return on investment over time will certainly make up for the cost if you can get
higher use development.

Oppenheimer stated that he had spoken at a previous meeting about the Central Brown
County Water Authority. He stated that he had discussions with Dave Vaclavik and Vaclavik
stated he was confident that the water authority had no preferred option with involvement of
water main. He noted that if anything Alternative Two would be a detriment because it would
most likely cover up the existing infrastructure.

Oppenheimer informed that depending on what meeting you attend several issues have
been brought up by the DOT with regards to costs and cancelation of the projects. He felt
that since the Village was seeking a different alternative the pressure was on to go with the
flow. He was hoping that the PD&T can provide some clarity by helping them with this issue.

Gerald Metzler — 3137 Meadow Circle

Metzler was concerned with the positioning of the new road with it being so close to their
homes. He felt they could curve the road and run it through the wetlands since they would
be eliminating most of the wetlands anyway. He stated he was on the comprehensive plan
committee for the Village of Bellevue.

Jeff Van Straten — Village of Ledgeview Chairman

Van Straten stated that they had taken into consideration Green Bay, Bellevue and Brown
County’s planning as far as a whole with their comprehensive plan. They update their plan
frequently and state that there was no secret that the road was running through. He felt it
was horrible that people had to deal with it as well as losing property himself to the State of
Wisconsin for highway improvements. He wished that they could move ahead so people
could get on with the rest of their lives.

Renee Beauchaine - 140 Meadow Circle

Beauchaine stated that the amount of money that people had placed into their homes and
property should be taken into account. Their property is on the corner of Huron Road and it
is considered wetlands. She stated they are not allowed to do anything to that part of their
property but yet the roads are being placed through the wetlands.

2974 S. Huron Road

The home owner stated that she bought her house five years ago and invested well over
$200,000 in a quiet country roads home that they had wanted for a long time and now their
investment is no longer what they wanted if the road becomes a bypass with all the traffic
and trucks coming through daily. She stated that they had put a lot of projects on hold
including expensive landscaping.

James Krines - 3290 Meadow Circle

Krines stated 35 years ago when he had built the house he had to go to the Town of
Bellevue to get a variance to put his house on the corner and had to get an extra 8' variance
and at that time none of this was in the plan. He stated the traffic and noise is terrible and he
felt it would only get worse with EA.

Motion made by Supervisor Dantinne and seconded by Supervisor Kaster to return to
regular order of business. Vote taken. MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.

Van Vonderen felt that since they had time, they could all work together to come up with a
better decision because there were too many things at stake. Erickson suggested a public
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meeting in the near future from the DOT. Kaster stated that he did not understand why a
couple more meetings would matter when he felt that minds were made up on running the
road in front of people’s houses. He felt that that this committee and the County Board
should give their preference because right now the state only has the highway
commissioner’s preference. He felt he had only heard about environmental impacts but
nothing about the impact to land and property values, the quality of life, air and noise
pollution. He felt that a decision needed to be made and brought forward the motion.

Motion made by Supervisor Kaster and seconded by Supervisor Dantinne to have a
resolution drawn up in favor of option 4 and to ask the State to pick up the additional
funding. Vote taken. MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY. Supervisor Haefs was
excused at this time. ’

Runge asked the committee what they would like the Planning Department to do now with
regards to the environmental study, the study won't conclude until they assume October or
November. Lamine interjected, he questioned if a resolution gets brought before the County
Board, what information are they going to make a decision on? What the state is saying is
they would like to go through a study process for the environmental assessment to provide
additional information so that all the questions are answered. Lamine stated they are in an
unusual situation and if the County Board approves alternative four, then they probably
shouldn’t even participate in the process which is a kink in the environmental assessment
process. Kaster stated he was a little dismayed because it had seemed as though only one
decision was being looked at. Lamine stated that at that point they were asking for was an
early assessment and the hope was that everyone would be in an agreement and move
forward. It's obviously that is not the case. The process is carrying forward to look at all the
alternatives yet, no decision was made. Kaster stated that he was curious why everything
came to a sudden halt when it was supposed to fly ahead. Lamine stated that it was the
state process and the state schedule.

Lamine stated that he hears every discussion about budget and they are looking at an
additional cost of $1.5 million dollar, Lamine questioned how he was supposed to react when
he starts bringing his budget forward. He felt it was a mixed message. Kaster stated that
Lamine knew him enough to know that he had to feel strongly to be willing to spend the extra
money. Lamine stated he could appreciate that but on the flipside there would still be a large
impact on one person’s home which can cause a lot of distress with relocation, etc. Erickson

stated that in his opinion he was seeing a lot of tunnel vision and it only had number two on

it. Maybe two is the option but if that proves it, he will be the first one to jump on the
bandwagon but would like to get a stronger look at alternative four. He felt they were not

listening to the people.

An amendment was made to the motion by Supervisor Dantinne and seconded by
Supervisor Kaster to ask the state to pick up the additional funding.

19. CTH GV reconstruction project study final report (standing item).

Cole Runge reiterated the report in the packet (reattached) and stated that this report
would wrap up their GV study that was started back in February of 2009.

With regards to the progress of the FEMA floodway/floodplain mapping project
Lamine noted that it was not a detailed study.

Supervisor Kaster felt that everything seemed to be connected to the state bridge
including a state highway and questioned why the county was paying for it. Runge
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questioned Kaster on if the state had mentioned that it was going to be a state
bridge? Kaster stated from what he understood the state wasn’t looking at it right
now but that the county wants them to look at it. Kaster went on to note that the
state was leading a connection to Hwy 41 from the bridge. Runge interjected that
that is unknown yet. He stated that Brett Wallace from the DOT responded during
his presentation this was not part of the 41 Reconstruction Project. It is a separate
project and had always been designed as a separate project. Kaster stated that
everything he had read, the state wants to limit all the access ways that they can.

Runge stated that a draft Interstate Access Justification Report (1.A.J.R) was
submitted about three weeks ago. This is a Federal regulatory process to get
approval for an interchange on to a Federal Interstate Highway. He noted that they
are currently waiting for feedback on it. If it comes back that they won't allow an
interchange along Hwy 41 that could knock their alternatives from four to two. That
would be input for their process that had been going on for three and a half years.

It's never been stated since 1996 by Brown County Planning that the bridge would be
a state highway and it was never mentioned by the state that it would be a state
highway or bridge.

A brief discussion ensued regarding cost shares; Runge explained that it is a typical
arrangement for projects such as this one. He felt that the area will be a large retail
destination in the future. The county will for certain segments in Bellevue pick up
half, that will be the regional contribution. The local contribution would be for
bringing people to and from commercial developments in Bellevue.

Depending on the design of a three-lane, cars may run 20,000-21,000 daily. Runge
stated the projections are well over that. Lamine interjected that there was a long
stretch for projections. The actual development was greatly exceeding the
projections and certain things have slowed down in the last few years. In the past,
the population projections did match up but they had a tendency to balance out and
level off. Lamine stated if you look at the trend associated, it was pretty close. He
went on to inform that the state does a pretty good job and they don’t allow things to
get out of control. Kaster responded that he still didn't understand building a huge
four-lane road; he was concerned it would need to be rebuilt once the road hooked
up to a possible bridge. Lamers stated that there would not be a need to rebuild the
road but relay asphalt in the future. Runge agreed that they would never recommend
building something twice. Lamine informed that their projection would not be 20
years, as Kaster had stated, but the target date of 2020.

Runge informed that what they have heard was that if the state were to do a similar
project, chances are it wouldn’t be a state highway unless it was an expressway or
freeway. That would be the state alternative at this point.

Runge also informed that there are legislative programs out there to fund the
construction of bridges. It also requires legislative action to do that. Connections to
such a bridge to support it would be funded typically though the general county
highway construction process. Those would also be eligible for federal grants
through the Service Transportation Program (STP) that was discussed at the
Planning Commission.

Motion made by Supervisor Fleck and seconded by Supervisor Dantinne to
suspend the rules to allow interested parties to speak. Vote taken. MOTION
CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.




Brown County Planning, Development & Transportation Committee 12
June 28, 2010

Sarah Burdette, Clerk/Administrator — Town of Ledgeview

Spoke in favor and briefly went over all that had been done in the last year including
studying the impacts of the reconstruction project, reviewed with the county any of
the pressures for development that they have gone through, completed FEMA
related elements, developed assessment policy and a general sentiment from
property and business owners in which they are strongly suggesting the construction
to be full speed ahead for next year on this project.

Jeff Van Straten, Town of Ledgeview Board Chairman

Van Straten stated whether the bridge goes in or not, which they were all hoping for,
new apartment complexes and subdivisions are going in and will add to the traffic, a
bar is going in the Shopko Express and there is an issue with truck traffic. There is a
trucking company in Ledgeview with 500 trucks, he stated it horrible to drive these
trucks through DePere. If the bridge is put on hold there will still be a traffic issue,
there is an issue with holding off on development. He felt this was urgent and they
need to get a move ahead on this project.

Supervisor Van Vonderen stated that as a person who drives GV everyday for work
and personal use, the road was awful. People are already driving the shoulder of the
road to use as a right turn lane and are cutting through the Shopko Express to
bypass. The rush hour traffic in the morning is backed up at the area four-way. She
believes there is a traffic problem and asked to get it on the books and make it
happen.

Motion made by Supervisor Fleck and seconded by Supervisor Kaster to return
to regular order of business. Vote taken. MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.

Runge stated that he would be one of the last people who would advocate a four-
lane anywhere but in this case, not because of all the projections or the bridge
connection, it's the composition that the traffic they expect to see with the connection
of two very large business and industrial parks next to each other. Between the
compositions of the traffic over the next several decades he can't help but
recommend a four-lane in this situation.

Dantinne questioned what direction was expected from the committee as the agenda
item stated “final report”. Lamine responded that there were two recommendations
and they were asking the committee to make a decision on each recommendation.
Based on the findings of the study, BCPC and Highway Department staff recommend
that CTH GV be designed and reconstructed as a four-lane divided arterial street and
the section of CTH GV north of CTH G be reconstructed in 2011.

Lamine stated that in terms of the planning process, he had been working on this
project for 15 years. Their department took a year off from this project to let the
communities do some homework. The Planning, Development and Transportation
committee had heard what the county had done, and he felt they made some
significant strides forward to clarify the picture. In terms of commitments to the
planning department at some point decisions had to be made and this isn’t
something that came up over night. The planning department had worked very hard
and their recommendations are in front of the committee. He felt it was a solid
recommendation and a good solid plan and he would like the committee to adopt the
recommendations brought forward tonight.
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20.
21.

Other
22.

23.

Runge stated that the discussions with the Bellevue Administrators in the past were
regarding who had to pay what along the road. The administrator told them recently
that for Bellevue to know what each person would have to pay, they need a cost
estimate for the project. Bellevue can't proceed until the County Board proceeds.
The highway department can then put together the design and get a number to
Bellevue so that they can proceed with their discussions regarding assessments.

Kaster stated that he would like everyone in the area to be able to react and
suggested holding this item. Runge responded that the prominent concern from
attendees at previous meetings was cost related which can’t be answered until they
know what the road will look like. Lamine stated the committee was the ultimate
decision makers and understood where it became difficult. Although he respects
that, they are at the point where they have to think 20-30 years out. Dantinne stated
that this was already held for a year and made the motion to move forward.

Motion made by Supervisor Dantinne and seconded by Supervisor Fleck to
adopt the recommendations. Vote taken. Ayes: 3 (Erickson, Dantinne, Fleck);
Nays: 1 (Kaster); Excused: Haefs.

Airport — Budget Status Financial Report for May 2010.

Register of Deeds - Budget Status Financial Report for May 2010.

Motion made by Supervisor Dantinne and seconded by Supervisor Fleck to
take items #20 and #21 together. Vote Taken. MOTION CARRIED
UNANIMOUSLY.

Motion made by Supervisor Dantinne and seconded by Supervisor Kaster to
approve. Vote Taken. MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.

Audit of bills.

Motion made by Supervisor Fleck and seconded by Supervisor Dantinne to pay
the bills. Vote Taken. MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.

Such other matters as authorized by law. None.

Motion made by Supervisor Dantinne and seconded by Supervisor Kaster to
adjourn at 10:45 p.m. MOTION APPROVED UNANIMOUSLY

Respectfully Submitted,

Alicia Loehlein/Anna Meert
Recording Secretary



PORT AND SOLID WASTE DEPARTMENT

Brown County

2561 SOUTH BROADWAY
GREEN BAY, Wi 54304 CHARLES J. LARSCHEID

PHONE: (920) 492-4950  FAX: (920) 492-4957 PORT AND SOLID WASTE DIRECTOR

PROCEEDINGS OF THE BROWN COUNTY HARBOR COMMISSION

A meeting was held on June 14, 2010, 11:30 a.m., at Holiday Inn - City Centre, Green Bay, WI. The meeting was officially
called to order by President McKloskey.

Roli Call:

Present: President Neil McKloskey
Commissioner Ron Antonneau
Commissioner John Hanitz
Commissioner Bernie Erickson
Commissioner Hank Wallace
Commissioner John Gower
Commissioner Tom Klimek
Commissioner Craig Dickman

Excused: Commissioner Bill Martens

Also Present: Charles Larscheid, Brown County Port & Solid Waste
Dean Haen, Brown County Port & Solid Waste
Chip McDonald, South Bay Marina

The Harbor Commission would like to welcome their newest Harbor Commissioner Mr. Tom Klimek.

3. Approval/Modification — Meeting Agenda
A motion was made by Ron Antonneau and seconded by Bernie Erickson to approve the agenda. Unanimously
approved.

4, Approval/Modification — May 10, 2010 Meeting Minutes
The question was asked whether or not the board has received a response from the letter that was sent to the Executive
Committee regarding the County Meal Reimbursement plan. At this time the committee has not received a response.
Staff feels that this issue needs to go to be put on July's Executive Committee agenda in order to receive a response.
Director Larscheid added that if the Harbor Commission wants to take up this issue, the letter should also be sent to
Human Resources or Administration to assure that the plan is reviewed.
A motion to approve the May 10, 2010 minutes was made by Ron Antonneau and seconded by Hank Wallace.
Unanimously approved. ’

5. Election of Officers

A nomination of Neil McKloskey to continue to serve as President was made by Ron Antonneau and seconded

by Craig Dickman. Unanimously approved.
A nomination of Ron Antonneau for Vice-President was made by John Hanitz and seconded by Bernie Erickson.

Unanimously approved.
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8.

Strategic Plan
a. 2011 Operating plan for the 2010 Strategic Plan — Request for approval

b.

Last month the Port Strategic Plan that Harbor Commission and Staff had composed was adopted. This plan has
not gone through County Board at this time but is scheduled to be addressed at the June 16, 2010 meeting. From
this plan, as part of the budget, it was discussed that an operating plan would be put together by July 1stbecause
the July/August Harbor Commission agenda is the budget. To move forward, Dean Haen has put together rough
estimates of what the budget items will cost and has included the information in the packet.

The Operating Plan is basically the Strategic Plan with the four themes listed (Open Markets, Sustainable
Economics, Expand Markets and Revenues and Autonomous and World Class Operations), strategic initiatives
under each theme and also operating objectives in each category to meet the specific strategic theme. The amount
associated with each theme was determined after deciding what possibilities could be accomplished under each
theme. Approval of this document will allow the committee to see these dollars carry forward into the Ports budget.
While the Strategic Plan is a strategy, the Operating Document is laying out how to achieve these strategies. In the
current operating environment there is not going to be the money for each initiative. Staff will need to either find
new sources of funding, prioritize what is important or understand that not everything is going to get accomplished
and give staff the discretion to decide what is important. Staff felt that most objectives seemed do-able.

Director Larscheid stated that the Operating Plan had passed through the Planning Development Committee
without having numbers attached. At this point, should the Harbor Commission approve the Strategic Plan it will set
a direction for the budget.

A motion was made by John Gower and seconded by Hank Wallace to approve the Operating Plan.
Unanimously approved.

Port Logo — Request for Approval

Commissioner Craig Dickman stated that one of the things to come out of the Strategic Plan meetings was that the
Port of Green Bay had a confusing identity. One thing highlighted in the Strategic Plan was to begin to become
more consistent and professional in trying to building grand equity. A need that was identified was to develop a
visual image or logo for the Port of Green Bay. Dean Haen worked with an ad group to develop a logo. Included in
the packet is the logo that came as a recommendation from meetings with the subcommittee. Dean Haen states
that the block lettering and black and gold colors are the same as the Harbor Prosperity effort. The bridge and ship
are also great identifiers for the initiative. With approval of the logo this will be the identity that will be carried
forward to do the strategic initiatives that are beginning and will hopefully be a 5 to 10 year long term identity for the
Port of Green Bay. President McKloskey stated that there is concern that there is not room for identification for
communication purposes. However, Dean Haen replied that this is just the visual that will accompany contact
information.

A motion to approve the Port Logo was made by Hank Wallace and seconded by Bernie Erickson.

Unanimously approved.

Port 2010 Media Campaign — Request for approval.

Leonard and Finco, a Public Relations firm in Green Bay, is proposing as a public relations effort to utilize the Port
of Call logo on Green Bay Metro buses and indoor billboards. This is an inexpensive way to inform the public on
how important the Green Bay Port is fo the local economy. The advertising on the Green Bay Metro buses would
use full color ads and rotate among 13 routes throughout the metro area. The indoor billboards would use high
impact advertising, located in restrooms in family oriented establishments.

The function of the media campaign is to renew efforts to make people aware about the Green Bay Port. The
campaign could also show that the Port is important to jobs, economic impact and the tax base. The media
campaign would also allow the public to associate the wellness of the Port instead of only associating the Port with
negative information. Staff found that using the Green Bay Metro buses as a media tool was acceptable**
however, they found using the indoor billboards to be objectionable.

A motion to approve the budget for advertising on the buses only and give staff discretion to spend the rest
when an appropriate venue is determined was made by Craig Dickman and seconded by John Gower.
Unanimously approved.



7.

10.

1.

12.

Tall Shigs Memorandum of Understanding -~ Request for Approval

It was discussed at last months meeting that PMI would like to utilize Dean Haen's assistance with the Tall Ships
Festival. At the meeting Dean Haen presented a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) from PMI to address some of
the issues where Brown County can provide PMI with assistance but not take on any additional risk. At staff's
recommendation, Dean Haen went back to the Corp. Council to discuss the agreement and concerns some of the
commissioners had with liability issues associated with participating in the Tall Ships Festival.

In speaking with John Leutscher with Corp. Council, it was concluded that an MOU is not a binding contract but simply
an agreement that spells out the services Dean Haen and the county are willing to provide for the good of the public.
Since the contract is not binding, rather an agreement, then issue does not need to go to the county board. Dean Haen
stated that the MOU is not necessary and there doesn't have to be an understanding. However, should something go
astray Dean did not want himself or the county to be liable and only wanted to assist at a community festival that is
happening in the Port of Green Bay.

Discussion ensued regarding what, if any benefit Dean Haen assisting with the Tall Ships Festival would have for the
Port of Green Bay. Dean Haen felt this was a golden opportunity for the Port of Green Bay to showcase itself. Also of
concern is what type and how much insurance PMI has for the event and if they have a certificate of insurance that they
could provide. President McKloskey is still quite concerned that Dean Haen or the county could be held liable for issues
associated with the festival.

A motion to approve the Tall Ships MOU, pending proof of insurance was made by Hank Wallace and seconded
by Craig Dickman. President McKloskey voted against the motion. Motion approved.

Beneficial Reuse of Dredged Material - Update

Dean Haen updated the committee on the Highway 41/141 project. The D.O.T. has taken samples and completed
physical testing on the dredge material to determine if the material is useful for this project. Samples were to be made
available for staff at this meeting however the samples had not been made available as of the Harbor Commission
meeting time. Dean Haen is optimistic about this project.

Participation in NE Wisconsin Freight Study - Update

Dean Haen reported to the Harbor Commission that he has been asked to be on the N.E. Wisconsin Freight Advisory
Council. This Council is put on by the East Central Regional Planning Commission. Dean plans on attending meetings
and assisting the Freight Advisory Council with a study on the freight transportation pattern in the valley — either by
trucks, planes, trains or boats.

Audit of Bills — Request for Approval
Motion to approve the bills was made by Hank Wallace and seconded by Neil McKloskey. Unanimously approved.

Tonnage Report
Included in the package was the Tonnage Report through May 2010 showing a significant increase in domestic cargo.

Overall there were 30 ships so far this year as opposed to 19 in 2009 with a total increase of over 70% of cargo moved
through May. With the information given we are actually tracking 2007/2008 levels.

Directors Report

e Budget
The budget has to be submitted to administration the last week of July. To accommodate approval of the draft
budget the Harbor Commission needs to move their July meeting from the second Monday in July to July 19t

e FoxRiver Clean Up
There is no additional information on the Fox River litigation. Director Larscheid did see in the Press Gazette that
two of the paper mills were successful in obtaining some insurance to cover some of the Fox River liability.
However, he has no independent confirmation of this.
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e Project Manager Position
The Project Manager Position will be going to the County Board for approval Wednesday June 16t. After approval
from County Board the recruitment and interviewing phase can begin. Director Larscheid is hopeful to have the

~ position filled by September. The Project Manager Position has already been approved by Planning Development,

the Executive Committee and Management Team.

e Bay Lakes Regional Planning
At their last meeting, Planning Development has elected to dissolve their partnership with Bay Lakes Regional
Planning due to high cost. With the approval of this motion, the Harbor Commissions Economic Impact Study and
Mobile Shift Study will be complicated. The Harbor Commission may choose to make a statement to the total board
outlining the benefits Bay Lakes Regional Planning has to the Harbor Commission.

13. Such Other Matters as are Authorized by Law
No other matters were discussed.

14. Adjourn
A motion to adjourn was made by John Gower and seconded by John Hanitz. Unanimously approved.

Neil McKloskey, President Charles Larscheid, Director
Harbor Commission Port & Solid Waste Department
4
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AGENDA
BROWN COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION
BOARD OF DIRECTORS
Wednesday, July 7, 2010
Green Bay Metro Transportation Center
901 University Avenue, Commission Room
Green Bay, WI 54302

6:30 p.m.

ROLL CALL: _
Paul Blindauer Dotty Juengst
James Botz Dave Kaster
Keith Chambers Pat Kolarik
William Clancy Patrick Moynihan, Jr.
Norbert Dantinne, Jr. Ken Pabich
Ron DeGrand Gary Pahl
Bernie Erickson Mike Soletski
Mike Fleck Alan Swatloski
Steve Grenier Mark Tumpach
Mark Handeland Jerry Vandersteen
Greg Henning Tim VandeWettering
Phil Hilgenberg Dave Wiese

Approval of the minutes of the May 5, 2010, regular meeting of the Brown County Planning
Commission Board of Directors.

Receive and place on file the minutes from the following meetings:

a. Chapter 21 Subdivisions Ordinance Revision Subcommittee (May 27, 2010, and draft
minutes from June 17, 2010).

b. Transportation Subcommittee (May 10, 2010, and draft minutes from June 21, 2010).

Public Hearing: Sewer service area (SSA) amendment proposing the addition of 78.46
acres of SSA to the existing SSA in the Town of Ledgeview. (SSA 2010-02 LED)

Public Hearing: 2010 Public Participation Plan Update for the Green Bay Metropolitan
Planning Organization (MPO).

SSA amendment proposing the addition of 78.46 acres of SSA to the existing SSA in the
Town of Ledgeview. (SSA 2010-02 LED)

Discussion and action regarding the 2010 Public Participation Plan Update for the Green
Bay MPO.

Subdivisions Ordinance variance to Section 21.63 proposing to allow reduced street
frontage lot width in Stone Meadows subdivision in the Village of Howard. (VAR 2010-01
HOW)
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8. Director’s report.
a. Update regarding 2011 funding for Bay-Lake Regional Planning Commission.
b. Wisconsin Working Lands Initiative meeting with the Department of Agriculture, Trade
and Consumer Protection.

9. Brown County Planning Commission staff updates on work activities during the months of
May and June 2010.

10. Other matters.

11. Adjourn.

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN THAT ACTION BY THE COMMISSION MAY BE TAKEN ON ANY OF THE ITEMS WHICH ARE
DESCRIBED OR LISTED ON THIS AGENDA.

PLEASE TAKE FURTHER NOTICE, MEMBERS OF THE PLANNING, DEVELOPMENT & TRANSPORTATION COMMITTEE OF
THE BROWN COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS MAY BE PRESENT IN SUFFICIENT NUMBERS AT THE ABOVE MEETING
TO CONSTITUTE A MEETING OF THEIR COMMITTEE. THE COMMITTEE WILL GATHER INFORMATION AND WILL NOT

TAKE FORMAL ACTION AT THIS MEETING.

ANY PERSON WISHING TO ATTEND WHO, BECAUSE OF A DISABILITY, REQUIRES SPECIAL ACCOMMODATION SHOULD
CONTACT THE BROWN COUNTY HUMAN RESOURCES OFFICE AT 448-4065 BY THE DAY BEFORE THE MEETING SO
ARRANGEMENTS CAN BE MADE.
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MINUTES
BROWN COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION BOARD OF DIRECTORS
CHAPTER 21 SUBDIVISIONS ORDINANCE REVISION SUBCOMMITTEE
Thursday, May 27, 2010
Northern Building
305 E. Walnut St., Room 200

Green Bay, WI
3:00 p.m.
ROLL CALL.:

Bill Bosiacki X Dennis Reim X
Graham Callis Exc Peter Schleinz X
David Chrouser X Michael Soletski X
Norbert Dantinne, Jr. Exc Michael Vande Hei X
Pat Ford X Andrew Vissers X
Pat Kaster X Jim Wallen X
Chuck Lamine X

OTHERS PRESENT: Aaron Schuette

The meeting was called to order by M. Soletski at 3:00 p.m.

M. Soletski stated that N. Dantinne would not be present at the meeting and asked that agenda
items 3c. and 3d. be delayed until the next meeting so N. Dantinne could participate.

A motion was made by D. Chrouser, seconded by A. Vissers, to delay agenda items 3c. and 3d.
until the next meeting. Motion carried.

1.

Approval of the March 25, 2010, Chapter 21 Subdivisions Ordinance Revision
Subcommittee meeting minutes.

A motion was made by P. Ford, seconded by M. Vande Hei, to approve the minutes. Motion
carried.

Follow-up discussion regarding Working Lands Initiative.

A. Schuette provided a brief presentation regarding the State of Wisconsin’s Working Lands
Initiative and how components of a land division ordinance could be used to help property
owners involved in the program. Working Lands Initiative is facilitated by the Department of
Agriculture, Trade and Consumer Protection (DATCAP) and is the next generation of
Farmland Preservation. The group discussed issues related to the state having counties set
up a program and working with local municipalities to make the program work, tax credits,
conversion fees and penalties, the effect of the program on exclusive agriculture zoned
property, each municipality developing a certifiable map by August 30, 2010, and
allowances for certain land divisions without conversion fees if conditional use options are

used.

A conversion fee, payable to the local unit of government, in the amount of three times the
Department of Revenue Grad | cropland valuation is required whenever a rezoning from
exclusive agriculture to a different zoning category is approved. The local unit of
government must turn the conversion fees back to the state by March 1 every year, starting

in 2011.
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The conditional use option uses a 20:1 ratio, which impacts uses of land and cannot have
negative impacts on other farm lands. When one acre is divided for non-agricultural
development, an additional 20 acres must remain (total 21 acres), but this can occur on
each base farm tract to create up to four units plus a farmstead with a conditional use
permit. The count does not restart if the property sells or if property lines are changed; the
boundary of each is established in the beginning of the process with the certifiable map.

This is why having a subdivision ordinance that requires submittal of all land divisions 40
acres or less may be helpful for both local municipalities and property owners. The local
zoning ordinance must act in coordination with the land division process to make sure lots
larger than 10 acres meet the standards of the zoning ordinances and Wisconsin Working
Lands Initiative requirements to avoid creating unbuildable lots.

D. Chrouser asked if the comprehensive rezone for the program is for a single parcel or an
entire municipality.

A. Schuette responded for an entire municipality, every 10 years.
D. Chrouser referenced hearing of Suamico submitting a map that was rejected.

A. Schuette stated that the county was not aware of that occurring, but they did send in a
map for Rockland. No response of approval was received but the state did respond with a
series of questions, which the county answered. The latest response from the state related

to their legal staff needing to provide a response.

J. Wallen asked for clarification that if areas are taken out, the areas must substantially
reflect the comprehensive plan.

‘A. Schuette responded yes.

C. Lamine stated that many of the issues tie to 40 acres. With the existing ordinance, if a
split occurs that creates a parcel greater than 10 acres, the parcel created could be in
violation of the zoning ordinance based on lot size, frontage, or Wisconsin Working Lands
Initiative requirements. An ordinance with requirements for review of lot spilt of 40 acres or

less will help capture this problem.

P. Kaster referenced having a recent Planned Unit Development project with underlying
exclusive agriculture zoning. The project was quickly rezoned to eliminate any problems. P.
Kaster asked about the relationship with the comprehensive plan and zoning map.

A. Schuette stated that all plans (working lands initiative, zoning, and comprehensive plans)
have to be consistent.

D. Reim asked how large the staff is working on this in Madison.
A. Schuette referenced that a few of the staff have left, but did not have a total count.

The subcommittee continued discussion about a failed repeal for Working Lands Initiative
and no movement on legislation. Thus, we must continue to operate on what is going on

now with Working Lands Initiative.
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3. Review and action regarding Subdivisions Ordinance sections 21.30 through 21.32.
a. General Provisions (s.21.30)

The proposed version was accepted by the committee.
b. Dedication and Reservation of Land (s. 21.31)

The proposed version was accepted by the committee.

c. Land Suitability (s. 21.32)

D. Chrouser asked if agenda Items 3c. and 3d could briefly be discussed by the
attending subcommittee members to help keep the project going efficiently.

M. Soletski responded that they should wait for N. Dantinne to attend.
The agenda item was not discussed.

d. Geotechnical Study (continuation from February 25, 2010, meeting)
The agenda item was not discussed.

4. Other matters.

D. Chrouser discussed a concern regarding easements for private utilities and a recent
situation that occurred within a subdivision in the Village of Howard. A utility easement was
sold from WPS to ATC. The easement is used for overhead power lines. The power in the
-power lines was increased and caused adjacent property owners building houses outside of
the easement to feel electricity from the lines. The private company was claiming that they
have more easement than is shown in recorded documents. The subcommittee identified

that it almost sounds like an unjust taking.

A brief discussion took place as to if, or how, this could be addressed in a subdivision
ordinance.

The subcorﬁmittee asked P. Schleinz to invite the Brown County Corporation Counsel to a
subcommittee meeting to discuss concerns regarding this type of situation, with the
possibility of inviting ATC to a separate future meeting.

5. Confirm upcoming meeting scheduled for June 24 at 3:00 p.m.

M. Soletski stated that he may not be able to attend the next scheduled meeting on June 24
and possibly the July meeting also. The subcommittee should continue on without him if he
is unable to attend. M. Soletski asked P. Schleinz to verify that N. Dantinne can attend the

next meeting.

The subcommittee agreed that the next meeting should be rescheduled tentatively to June
17, 2010, at 3:00 p.m. or another day that aliows N. Dantinne to attend with the majority of

the committee.

6. Adjourn.

A motion was made by M. Soletski, seconded by P. Ford, to adjourn. Motion carried.

The meeting adjourned at 3:44 p.m.



MINUTES
BROWN COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION BOARD OF DIRECTORS
TRANSPORTATION SUBCOMMITTEE
Monday, May 10, 2010
Green Bay Metro Transportation Center
901 University Avenue
Green Bay, Wisconsin

10:00 a.m.
ROLL CALL:
(Voting)
Jeff Agee-Aguayo X Tom Klimek X
Bill Balke — Vice-Chair Brian Lamers - Chair X
Bob Bartelt ' Doug Martin * X
Craig Berndt X Rebecca Meert X
Graham Callis X Tom Miller
Matt Halada X Chris Phelps X
Mike Finn Scott Thoreson X
Ed Kazik X Ed Wiesner X
* Steve Birr for Doug Martin
(Non-voting)
David Lowe (WisDOT - Madison)
Angelica Salgado (FTA Region 5)
Carlos Pena (FHWA — Madison) 10:35
Bobbi Retzlaff (WisDOT — Madison) Exc

Aileen Switzer (WisDOT — Madison)
William Wheeler (FTA Region 5)

]

Others present: Lisa J. Conard and Dan Teaters.

B. Lamers called the meeting to order at 10:00 a.m.

ORDER OF BUSINESS:

1. Approval of the August 13, 2009, Transportation Subcommittee meeting minutes.

A motion was made by T. Klimek, seconded by E. Wiesner, to approve the August 13,
2009, Transportation Subcommittee meeting minutes. Motion carried.

2. Discussion of the updated Existing Conditions section of the Green Bay MPO Long-
Range Transportation Plan.

C. Runge stated that the original plan was approved in 2005 and an update was
completed in 2007. This update is scheduled to be completed and approved by the
Brown County Planning Commission Board of Directors (MPO Policy Board) on
November 3, 2010. C. Runge anticipates issuing various elements of the plan to the
Transportation Subcommittee for review and comment in the coming months.

1
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G. Callis asked about the decrease in Green Bay Metro’s ridership between 2008 and
2009.

C. Runge stated that a substantial fare increase and service cuts were introduced in
2009. Also, gas prices reached $4.00+ per gallon in 2008. In 2009, gas prices were
less than $3.00 per gallon. Many passengers who took Metro in 2008 because of the
high gas prices likely returned to their own vehicles in 2009.

. Discussion of the updated Goals and Objectives and Existing Conditions sections of
the Brown County Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan.

C. Runge introduced Dan Teaters. Dan is the new Transportation/GIS Planner,
replacing Tim Hennig.

D. Teaters stated that the original Brown County Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan was
developed in 1994. It was updated in 1998 with minor revisions and updates to

completed projects.

D. Teaters reviewed the goals and objectives of the draft bicycle and pedestrian plan.

Goals:

1. The main goal is to create a transportation system that includes and treats bicycle
and pedestrian facilites with the same level of importance as automobile

infrastructure.

2. Developing a bicycling and walking culture in Brown County.

Objectives:
1. Engineering

e The design of our bicycle and pedestrian facilities must take into consideration
people of all ages and physical abilities.

e By providing a safe and convenient network, people will be encouraged to
pursue walking and cycling.

2. Education
e A knowledgeable population will be more apt to try walking and/or cycling
because of the increased benefits associated with those activities.

e Amount of opportunity to teach is plentiful.

3. Enforcement
e Direct link to education.
e Increasing police presence on bicycles and on foot.
¢ “Neighborhood watch” = expanded police presence.

4. Encouragement
¢ Provide additional bicycle parking.
e Design transportation projects around pedestrians and bicycles.
e Mix compatible land uses to provide a variety of destinations that can be easily
reached on foot and by bicycle.
Link regional trails to local trails.
Provide sidewalks along all bus routes.

2
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D. Teaters stated that the importance of bicycle and pedestrian facilities is increasing
locally and added:
e More than 20 new bicycle and pedestrian facilities have been constructed in
Brown County since the 1998 plan was adopted.
e Many projects have occurred in the urbanized area.
Regional trails play an important role in the county.
¢ Green Bike Program introduced in 2009
o Recommendations to improve the existing program will be included in
the pian.
Municipalities are adopting new policies for sidewalk installation.
Focus is being placed on creating a network with high connectivity.

M. Halada stated that WisDOT “shall ensure that bikeways and pedestrian ways are
established in all new roadway construction and reconstruction projects in whole or in
part from state or federal funds” as per Wisconsin State Statutes, Chapter 85, Section

35 (b).

M. Halada stated that the statutes allow for exceptions. L. Conard subsequently
provided the exemptions, which can be found in Chapter 85, State Trunk Highways;
Federal Aid Section (35) (c), and are as follows:

1. Bicyclists or pedestrians are prohibited by law from using the highway
that is the subject of the project.

2. The cost of establishing bikeways or pedestrian ways would be
excessively disproportionate to the need or probable use of the
bikeways or pedestrian ways. For purposes of this subdivision, cost
is excessively disproportionate if it exceeds 20 percent of the total
project cost. The rules may not allow an exception under this
subdivision to be applied unless the secretary of transportation, or a
designee of the secretary who has knowledge of the purpose and
value of bicycle and pedestrian accommodations, reviews the
applicability of the exception under this subdivision to the particular
project at issue.

3. Establishing bikeways or pedestrian ways would have excessive
negative impacts in a constrained environment.

4. There is an absence of need for the bikeways or pedestrian ways, as
indicated by sparse population, traffic volume, or other factors.

5. The community where pedestrian ways are to be located refuses to
accept an agreement to maintain them.

4. Update on the Transportation Enhancements (TE) and Safe Routes to School (SRTS)

application schedules.

C. Runge stated that the TE and SRTS application packets are typically distributed by
WisDOT every other January with applications due in April.

C. Runge stated the TE and SRTS program application packets will likely be
distributed by WisDOT on June 1. It is also anticipated that the deadline for submittal
will be around July 15. This timeline is much shorter than in years past.

R. Meert agreed that the timeline was tight, stating that the application approval
process typically requires two local meetings prior to submittal to WisDOT.

4



6.

M. Halada introduced himself as the representative from the WisDOT Northeast
Region. Chris Culotta had been the previous representative on the subcommittee but
has taken a new position with WisDOT. M. Halada stated he would be the local
contact regarding the TE and SRTS programs.

M. Halada stated that the project award announcements are scheduled to be made in
November.

Any other matters.
R. Meert passed out two flyers:

Bicycle Now! This workshop is sponsored by the Brown County Health
Department, WE BIKE, and the Bay Shore Bicycle Club. Basic instruction
regarding bicycle maintenance, laws, and riding skills will be provided to

participants.

A Bend in the Road: Exploring Transportation Options in Brown County.
This summit is sponsored by the Brown County United Way, UW-Green
Bay, and Bay Area Community Council.

M. Halada announced that Carlos Pena from FHWA has taken a position with FHWA
in Maine. It is anticipated that David Jolicoeur will take his place on the

subcommittee.

C. Runge stated that the next meeting of the Transportation Subcommittee will be

held on:
Monday, June 21, 2010
Green Bay Metro Transportation Center
901 University Avenue
Green Bay, Wisconsin
10:00 a.m.
Adjourn.

B. Lamers closed the meeting at 10:26 a.m.

C. Pena arrived at 10:35 and was briefed by C. Runge.
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(DRAFT) MINUTES
BROWN COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION BOARD OF DIRECTORS
TRANSPORTATION SUBCOMMITTEE
Monday, June 21, 2010
Green Bay Metro Transportation Center
901 University Avenue
Green Bay, Wisconsin

10:00 a.m.
ROLL CALL:
(Voting)
Jeff Agee-Aguayo X Tom Klimek X
Bill Balke — Vice-Chair X Brian Lamers - Chair X
Bob Bartelt Doug Martin
Craig Berndt Rebecca Meert X
Graham Callis X Tom Miller
Mike Finn Ken Pabich
Matt Halada X Chris Phelps X
Ed Kazik X Ed Wiesner

(Non-voting)

David Lowe (WisDOT — Madison)
Angelica Salgado (FTA Region 5)
Dave Jolicoeur (FHWA — Madison)
Bobbi Retzlaff (WisDOT — Madison)
Aileen Switzer (WisDOT — Madison)
William Wheeler (FTA Region 5)

T

Others present: Lisa J. Conard, Stephanie Hummel (WisDOT), and Cole Runge.
ORDER OF BUSINESS:

Chair B. Lamers opened the meeting at 10:00 a.m.

1. Approval of the May 10, 2010, Transportation Subcommittee meeting minutes.

A motion was made by T. Klimek, seconded by R. Meert, to approve the May 10,
2010, Transportation Subcommittee meeting minutes. Motion carried.

2. Recommendation to the BCPC Board of Directors concerning the MPO’s updated
Public Participation Plan (PPP).

C. Runge stated that the plan contains two major changes:

1. Under the Transportation Improvement Program (TIP), an administrative
modification process has been added. This will allow staff to make minor
changes to projects (schedule, funding, funding source) that do not meet the
level of changes identified under minor or major amendments.
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2. Also under the TIP and other documents, the public review period for
amendments is recommended to be changed from 30 days to 15 days. This
would allow for greater flexibility with meeting scheduling and is consistent with
the review period that WisDOT uses for STIP amendments.

A motion was made by R. Meert, seconded by E. Kazik, to recommend to the BCPC
Board of Directors approval of the MPO’s updated Public Participation Plan (PPP).
Motion carried.

Discussion of the updated Future Transportation System section of the Green Bay
MPO Long-Range Transportation Plan.

C. Runge stated that the original plan was approved in 2005 and an update was
completed in 2007. This update is scheduled to be completed and approved by the
Brown County Planning Commission Board of Directors (MPO Policy Board) on
November 3, 2010. C. Runge anticipates issuing various elements of the plan to the
Transportation Subcommittee for review and comment in the coming months.

B. Balke stated at the May 10, 2010, meeting of the Transportation Subcommittee, M.
Halada stated that WisDOT “shall ensure that bikeways and pedestrian ways are
established in all new roadway construction and reconstruction projects in whole or in
part from state or federal funds” as per Wisconsin State Statutes, Chapter 84.01(35).
M. Halada also mentioned that there are five exceptions to the statute. These are:

1. -Bicyclists or pedestrians are prohibited by law from using the highway that is
the subject of the project.

2. The cost of establishing bikeways or pedestrian ways would be excessively
disproportionate to the need or probable use of the bikeways or pedestrian
ways. For purposes of this subdivision, cost is excessively disproportionate if
it exceeds 20 percent of the total project cost. The rules may not allow an
exception under this subdivision to be applied unless the secretary of
transportation, or a designee of the secretary who has knowledge of the
purpose and value of bicycle and pedestrian accommodations, reviews the
applicability of the exception under this subdivision to the particular project at
issue.

3. Establishing bikeways or pedestrian ways would have excessive negative
impacts in a constrained environment.

4. There is an absence of need for the bikeways or pedestrian ways, as
indicated by sparse population, traffic volume, or other factors.

5. The community where pedestrian ways are to be located refuses to accept an
agreement to maintain them.

B. Balke asked for an explanation of exception #5

M. Halada stated that WisDOT will work with communities to resolve this issue but
ultimately the representatives of federal agencies will make the final decisions
regarding funding.

R. Meert stated that this is an issue with the US 41/Lombardi Avenue/Hazelwood
Lane area. WisDOT is scheduled to put in the connections/sidewalk aprons at the
interchange but Ashwaubenon and Green Bay have decided not to have the
sidewalks installed at this time.
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B. Lamers stated that the land will be graded to allow the addition of sidewalks in the
future should Ashwaubenon and/or Green Bay so choose.

Update on the Transportation Enhancements (TE) and Safe Routes to School (SRTS)
application schedules.

C. Runge provided an overview of the SRTS and TE/BPFP program schedules issued
by WisDOT at the beginning of June 2010.

C. Runge noted that the SRTS applications are due to WisDOT on July 9, 2010. The
TE/BPFP applications are due to WisDOT and MPOs on August 2, 2010.

C. Runge noted that L. Conard reviewed the TE/BPFP application guidelines and
asked her to summarize WisDOT’s guideline revisions.

L. Conard stated that the process remains similar to past cycles. However, WisDOT
has identified a three-year program of funds for 2011, 2012, and 2013/2014. In the
past, WisDOT offered a two-year program. L. Conard stated that the funding levels
for the programs are projected to remain constant. L. Conard stated that the TE
program offers $6.2 million and the BPFP program offers $5.2 million per year for
each of the three years.

. Other matters.

C. Runge distributed a copy of a letter sent to the MPO by WisDOT regarding the
Small Local Highway Safety Improvement Program (Small HSIP). The program can
provide funding for safety-related projects greater than $10,000 but less than
$25,000. Eligibility, program requirements, and project submittal information is
provided in the letter. (The contact person for the program is Kathy Drews. Kathy
can be reached at (920) 492-5704 or by email at kathleen.drews@dot.wi.gov.)

. Adjourn.

B. Lamers closed the meéting at 10:18 a.m.
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Rating system

~ Very Poor

1
Failed

visible distress*

Rating pavement surface condition

None.

None.

No longitudinal cracks except reflection of paving joints.
Occasional transverse cracks, widely spaced (40° or greater).
All cracks sealed or tight (open less than "),

Very slight or no raveling, surface shows some traffic wear.
Longitudinal cracks (open 4“) due to reflection or paving joints.
Transverse cracks (open /4") spaced 10" or more apart, little or slight

crack raveling. No patching or very few patches in excellent condition.

Slight raveling (loss of fines) and traffic wear.

Longitudinal cracks {operi V4"~ 2"), some spaced less than 10°.
First sign of black cracking. Sight to moderate flushing or polishing.
Occasional patching in good condition.

Moderate to severe raveling (loss of fine and coarse aggregate).
Longitudinal and transverse cracks (open Y2") show first signs of
slight raveling and secondary cracks. First signs of longitudinal cracks
near pavement edge. Biock cracking up to 50% of surface. Extensive
to severe flushing or polishing. Some patching or edge wedging in
good condition.

Severe surface raveling. Multiple longitudinal and transverse cracking
with slight raveling. Longitudinal cracking in wheel path. Block
cracking (over 50% of surface). Patching in fair condition.

Slight rutting or distortions (2“ deep or less).

Closely spaced longitudinal and transverse cracks often showing
raveling and crack erosion. Severe block cracking. Some alligator
cracking (less than 25% of surface). Patches in fair to poor condition.
Moderate rutting or distortion (1" or 2" deep). Occasional potholes.

Alligator cracking (over 25% of surface),
Severe distortions (over 2" deep)
Extensive patching in poor condition.
Potholes.

Severe distress with extensive loss of surface integrity.

New construction.

Recent overlay, Like new:

Recent sealcoat or new cold mix.
Little or no maintenance
required.

First signs of aging. Maintain
with routine crack filling.

Shows signs of aging, Sound
structural condition. Could
extend fife with sealcoat.

Surface aging. Sound structural
condition. Needs sealcoat or
thin non-structural overlay (less
than 2")

Significant aging and first signs
of need for strengthening. Would
benefit from a structural overlay
(2" or more).

Needs patching and repair prior
to major overlay. Milling and
removal of deterioration extends
the life of overlay.

Severe deterioration. Needs
reconstruction with extensive
base repair. Pulverization of old
pavement is effective.

Failed. Needs total
reconstruction.

* Individual pavements will not have all of the types of distress.listed for any particular rating. They may.have only one or two types.
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Brown County

Airport
Budget Status Report
June 2010
Annual YTD YTD HIGHLIGHTS
Budget Budget Actual
Personnel $1,406,031 $703,016 $686,920
Fringe Benefits $702,399 $351,200 $337,302 Airport expenses are tracking right on, or
Employee Costs $5,268 $2,634 $1,980 slightly under budget, through June.
Operations & Mainteneance $1,109,060 $554,530 $407,878
Utilities $719,720 $359,860 $342,129
Chargebacks $216,623 $108,312 $101,608 Once again, Capital Contribution-and PFC's
Contracted Services $1,731,540 $865,770 $832,815 appear to be under:budget, though these
Debt Retirement $909,763 $454,882 $303,540 accounts lag somewhat and should catch:up
Depreciation $4,284,477  $2,142,239 $2,146,720 by years'end.:
Outlay- Disposition of Fixed Assets $0 $0 $884
Y-T-D
Intergovernmental - PFC's $1,329,472 $664,736 $520,384 PAX. " TRAFFIC
Charges for Sales & Services $5,773,261  $2,886,631 $2,885,254 Thru June. Enplaned %(+-)
Miscellaneous Revenue $14,685 $7,343 $8,137 2010 173,075 +1.2%
Rent $348,125 $174,063 $311,328 2009 170,994
Capital Contributions $5,072,863 $2,536,432 $1,645,727
Interest $100,000 $50,000 $38,224
Annual Budget
. B YTD Budget
Airport - June 30, 2010 CVTD Actusl
$7,000,000
$6,000,000
$5,000,000
$4,000,000
$3,000,000
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BUDGET ADJUSTMENT REQUEST

Adjustment Description Approval Level
] Category 1 Reallocation from one account to another within the Depariment Head

major budget classifications.

[ ] Category 2

[Ja. Change in Outlay not requiring the reallocation of funds County Executive
from ancther major budget classification.
[Jb. Change in any item within Outiay account which requires County Board

the reallocation of funds from any other major budget
classification or the reallocation of Qutlay funds to
another major budget classification.

[} Category 3

[Ja. Reallocation between budget classifications other than County Executive
2b or 3b adjustments.
[Ob. Realiocation of personnel services and fringe benefits to County Board

another major budget classification except contracted
services, or realiocation to personnel services and fringe
benefits from another major budget classification except
contracted services.

Category 4 Interdeparimental realiocation or adjustment (including County Board
reallocation from the County's General Fund)

[_] Category 5 Increase in expenses with offsetling increase in revenue County Board

Increase Decrease Account # Account Title Amount
X ] 100.020.9003 Transfer Out 67,738.24
[] X 100.3000 Unrestricted 67,738.24
< ] 270.083.057.9002 Transfer In 67,738.24
X ] 270.3300.200 Designated for Subsequent 67,738.24

Year's Expenditures

Narrative Justification: .

Purpose is to establish a Special Revenue fund to account for funds that were erronecusly returned to the
General Fund from 2004 through 2008. The State has an employee located at the Brown County U.W.
Extension office, Conservation and Professional Development and Training Coordinator - Kevin Erb, who
does work on behalf of the State (University of Wisconsin - Extension). Net revenues generated by this
program during this period of time (which belonged fo the State) were commingied with Brown County
U.W. Extension funds and transferred back to the general fund in error.

The State had Mr. Erb deposit the funds through the Brown County U.W. Extension office with the
intention that the funds would be accounted for separately. The Finance Department was not notified or
aware of this verbal agreement until 2009. Upon discovery, an audit of the records was completed by the
Finance Depariment and a Memorandum of Agreement has been established with the State.

AUTHORIZATIONS
L\/eag_m Glres Sy o 4

/ Signature of Department Head Signature of Executl
Department: (fo/ £ x e s Date: (s / ) /4
Date: ¢ 2274

Rev 10/08



Adjustment

["] category 1

[ category 2

Ca
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[Ja
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[C] category 4

Category 5

Increase Decrease
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BUDGET ADJUSTMENT REQBEST

Description
Reallocation from one account to another within the
major budget classifications.

Change in Outlay not requiring the reallocation of funds
from another major budget-classification.

Change in any item within Outlay account which requires
the reallocation of funds from any other major budget
classification or the reallocation of Qutlay funds to
another major budget classification.

Reallocation between budget classifications other than
2b or 3b adjustments.

Approval Level

Department Head

County Executive

County Board

County Executive

Reallocation of personnel services and fringe benefits to County Board

another major budget classification except contracted

services, or reallocation to personnel services and fringe

benefits from another major budget classification except

contracted services.

Interdepartmental reallocation or adjustment (including County Board

reallocation from the County's General Fund)

Increase in expenses with offsetting increase in revenue County Board

Account # Account Title Amount

270.083.058.4600 Charges and fees 22,161
270.083.057.4600 Charges and fees 45,207
270.083.057.4901 Donations 1,000
270.083.057.5300 Supplies 1,000
270.083.057.5300.001 Supplies Office 3,500
270.083.057.5300.004 Postage 1,700
270.083.057.5303 Copy expense 1,000
270.083.057.5304 Printing 3,000
270.083.057.5340 Travel and Training 1,000
270.083.0567.5365 Special Events 6,500
270.083.057.5390 Misc 700
270.083.057.5395 Equipment Non-outlay 1,000
270.083.0567.5708 Professional services 2,000
270.083.057.9003 Transfer out 25,000
270.3300.200 Designated Subseq Yrs Exp. 21,968
100.083.001.2002 Transfer In 25,000
100.083.001.4901 Donations 25,000

Narrative Justification:

This budget adjustment establishes revenues and expenditures for the Regional Conservation Training

10-79

and Manure Initiative Programs. These funds must be accounted for separately as they are State funds.

Reference Budget Adjustment #10-75 dated 6/28/10 for more information.

“Signatuire of Department Head

Depaﬁment;

Date: 75 /10

Rev 10/09
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BROWN COUNTY HIGHWAY
COUNTY AID BRIDGE CONSTRUCTION

ANALYSIS FOR YEAR 2010
Balance County District Total 2010 Balance
1/1/2010 Le Le Available Expenditures 12/31/2010
| TOWN |
Eaton 25,327.10  20,000.00 20,000.00 65,327.10 - 65,327.10
Glenmore 140,530.40 5,000.00 5,000.00 150,530.40 32,085.00 118,445.40
Green Bay 125,035.16  30,000.00 30,000.00 185,035.16 - 185,035.16
Holland 378,765.80 - - 378,765.80 7,316.00 371,449.80
Humboldt 51,385.93 - - 51,385.93 - 51,385.93
Lawrence 138,099.75 12,000.00 12,000.00 162,099.75 - 162,099.75
Ledgeview 230,927.35 - - 230,927.35 - 230,927.35
Morrison 68,586.11 5,000.00 5,000.00 78,586.11 - 78,586.11
New Denmark 61,048.33 19,000.00 19,000.00 99,048.33 929.15 98,119.18
Pittsfield 245,416.74  20,000.00 20,000.00 285,416.74 - 285,416.74
Rockland 102,314.65 15,000.00 15,000.00 132,314.65 - 132,314.65
Scott 68,956.18 - - 68,956.18 - 68,956.18
Wrightstown 676,702.39  50,000.00 50,000.00 776,702.39 - 776,702.39
| VILLAGE [
Ashwaubenon 255,208.87 - - 255,208.87 - 255,208.87
Bellevue 254,817.25 50,000.00 50,000.00 354,817.25 - 354,817.25
Howard 570,387.02  20,000.00 20,000.00 610,387.02 - 610,387.02
Hobart 69,712.49 15,000.00 15,000.00 99,712.49 - 99,712.49
Suamico 507,124.19 - - 507,124.19 - 507,124.19

TOTAL 3,970,345.71  261,000.00  261,000.00  4,492,345.71 40,330.15 4,452,015.56
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